
United States Patent and Trademark Office 




STATES DEPARTMENT OF COMMERCE 
tates Patent and Trademark Office 
lONER FOR PATENTS 
0 

ir^nia 22313-14S0 
gov 



APPLICATION NO. 



FILING DATE 



FIRST NAMED INVENTOR 



EY DOCKET NO. 



CONFIRMATION NO. 



10/067,432 



02/04/2002 



Anindya Datta 



08928.105001 



7871 



29052 7590 08/22/2006 

SUTHERLAND ASBILL & BRENNAN LLP 

999 PEACHTREE STREET, N.E, 
ATLANTA, GA 30309 



EXAMINER 



POLLACK, MELVIN H 



ART UNIT 



PAPER NUMBER 



2145 

DATE MAILED: 08/22/2006 



Please find below and/or attached an Office communication concerning this application or proceeding. 



PTO.90C (Rev. 10/03) 



Office Action Summary 


Application No. 

10/067,432 


Applicant(s) 

DATTA, ANINDYA 


Examiner 

IVIelvin H. Pollack 


Art Unit 
2145 





- The MAILING DATE of this communication appears on the cover sheet with the correspondence address - 
Period for Reply 



A SHORTENED STATUTORY PERIOD FOR REPLY IS SET TO EXPIRE 3 MONTH(S) OR THIRTY (30) DAYS, 
WHICHEVER IS LONGER, FROM THE MAILING DATE OF THIS COMMUNICATION. 

- Extensions of time may be available under the provisions of 37 CFR 1 .136(a). In no event, however, may a reply be timely filed 
after SIX (6) MONTHS from the mailing date of this communication. 

- If NO period for reply is specified above, the maximum statutory period will apply and will expire SIX (6) MONTHS from the mailing date of this communication. 

- Failure to reply within the set or extended period for reply will, by statute, cause the application to become ABANDONED (35 U.S.C. § 1 33). 
Ariy reply received by the Office later than three months after tiie mailing date of this communication, even if timely filed, may reduce any 
eamed patent term adjustment See 37 CFR 1 .704(b). 

Status 

1 )I3 Responsive to communication(s) filed on 12 June 2006 . 
2a)KI This action is FINAL. 2b)n This action Is non-final. 

3) D Since this application is in condition for allowance except for formal matters, prosecution as to the merits is 

closed in accordance with the practice under Ex parte Quayle, 1935 CD. 1 1 , 453 O.G. 213. 

Disposition of Claims 

4) IEI Claim(s) 1-43 is/are pending in the application. 

4a) Of the above claim(s) is/are withdrawn from consideration. 

5) n Claim(s) is/are allowed. 

6) ^ Claim(s) 1-43 is/are rejected. 

7) D Claim{s) is/are objected to. 

8) n Claim(s) are subject to restriction and/or election requirement. 

Application Papers 

9) n The specification is objected to by the Examiner. 

10)E1 The drawing(s) filed on 12 June 2006 is/are: a)K accepted or b){3 objected to by the Examiner. 

Applicant may not request that any objection to the drawing(s) be held in abeyance. See 37 CFR 1 .85(a). 

Replacement drawing sheet(s) including the correction is required If the drawing(s) is objected to. See 37 CFR 1 .121 (d). 
1 1 )□ The oath or declaration is objected to by the Examiner. Note the attached Office Action or fomri PTO-1 52. 

Priority under 35 U.S.C. § 119 

12)0 Acknowledgment is made of a claim for foreign priority under 35 U.S.C. § 1 19(aHd) or (f). 
a)n All b)n Some * c)^ None of: 

1 .□ Certified copies of the priority documents have been received. 

2. n Certified copies of the priority documents have been received in Application No. . 

3. n Copies of the certified copies of the priority documents have been received in this National Stage 

application from the International Bureau (PCT Rule 17.2(a)). 
* See the attached detailed Office action for a list of the certified copies not received. 



Attachment(s) 

1 ) [3 Notice of References Cited (PTO-892) 4) □ Interview Summary (PTO-41 3) 

2) □ Notice of Draflsperson's Patent Drawing Review (PTO-948) Paper No(s)/Mail Date. . 

3) □ Infomiation Disdosure Statement(s) {PTO-1449 or PTO/SB/08) 5) □ Notice of Infonnal Patent Application (PTO-152) 

Paper No(s)/Mail Date . 6) |3 Other: see attached office action . 



U.S. Patent and Trademark Office 
PTOL-326 (Rev. 7-05) 



Office Action Summary 



Part of Paper No./Mail Date 20060810 



Application/Control Number: 1 0/067,432 Page 2 

Art Unit: 2145 

DETAILED ACTION 
Response to Arguments 

1 . Applicant's arguments filed 12 June 2006 have been fully considered but they are not 
persuasive. An analysis of the rejection is provided below. 

2. The examiner has received the Red Brick Systems docxmient and the new drawings. 

3. In response to applicant's argument that the references fail to show certain features of 
applicant's invention, it is noted that the features upon which applicant reUes (i.e., "the back end 
monitor and/or servlet are separate from the apphcation server and template (P. 13, lines 12- 
16)") are not recited in the rejected claim(s). Although the claims are interpreted in light of the 
specification, limitations firom the specification are not read into the claims. See In re Van 
Geuns, 988 F.2d 1181, 26 USPQ2d 1057 (Fed. Cir. 1993). There are no claims that specify a 
physical separation, nor are there limitations to the effect that the back end monitor inserts a key 
into the template without a request or access fi'om the application server. 

4. That said, Craig does in fact teach that the application server (Fig. 3B, #355) receives 
keys (Fig. 3B, #360, 361) fi-om a separate back-end server (Fig. 3B, #375, 376), as shown in the 
previous action. See also col. 11, lines 15-45. 

5. Applicant also added to the claims new limitation "wherein the template is based upon 
one or more parameters specific to the user." AppUcant fails to specify in remarks the area of the 
specification from wherein the added limitation is drawn, and examiner assumes for this action 
that it refers to Pp. 20-23 of the specification, wherein any change and customization of the 
template is possible. 
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6. The examiner notes that the claims as written state that the page is specific to the user, as 
opposed to by the user, indicating that the user does not have to send the parameter, and further 
that said parameter may be used by other users. The lack of remarks in regard to the added 
limitation adds to the broadness of the claim. 

7. Nevertheless, the examiner will modify the prior rejection in order to add art teaching the 
new limitations. 

8. Therefore, the rejection is final. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC §103 

9. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set forth in 
section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and the prior art are 
such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the invention was made to a person 
having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. Patentability shall not be negatived by the 
manner in which the invention was made. 

10. Claims 1-4, 11-16, 22-24, 28-34 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Craig et al. (6,757,708) in view of Gauthier et al. (6,993,590). 

1 1 . For claim 1 , Craig teaches a web page delivery system (abstract) for dynamically 
generating a web page comprising cacheable content (col. 1, line 1 - col. 5, line 45), said 
delivery system comprising: 

a. An origin site infrastructure (Fig. 2, #47) comprising 

i. An application server (Fig. 2, #47) operative to receive a web page request 
from a user (Fig. 5, #500), to generate a web page template corresponding to a 
layout of the web page (Fig. 3B, #355), and to forward the template for creation 
of the web page (Fig. 4, #420), and 
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ii. A back-end monitor operative to insert a key into the template, (col. 9, 
lines 25-35) the key identifying a cacheable content fragment (col. 8, line 60 - 
col. 9, line 5); and 

b. A dynamic proxy cache (Fig. 2, #46) operative to receive the template (col. 8, line 
35 - col. 9, line 40) from said application server (col. 11, lines 35-50), to create the web 
page as instructed in the template by inserting the cacheable content fragment identified 
by the key (Fig. 3B, #360 and #361), and to deliver the web page to the user (Fig. 3B, 

#3 10b); 

c. Wherein the template is based upon one or more parameters (col. 10, line 40 - 
col. 12, line 65). 

12. Craig does not expressly disclose whether or not the parameters are specific to the user. 
Gauthier teaches a method and system (abstract) of providing a proxy cache system (col. 1, line 1 
- col. 3, line 10) in order to retrieve requests and provide cached and updated responses (col. 3, 
Une 10 - col. 4, line 15), wherein user-specific parameters are collected (col. 4, line 15 - col. 5, 
Une 2) and used to customize the template (col. 9, lines 28-60). At the time the invention was 
made, one of ordinary skill in the art would have utilized the Gauthier method in order to 
increase revenue by selling advertisements (col. 4, line 60 - col. 5, line 2). 

13. For claims 2, 33, Craig teaches that said back end monitor is fiirther operative to 
determine whether the web page comprises the cacheable content fragment Fig. 5, #510), and 
wherein said back end monitor inserts the key into the template in response to a determination 
that the web page comprises the cacheable content fragment (Fig. 4, #425). 



Application/Control Number: 1 0/067,432 Page 5 

Art Unit: 2145 

14. For claims 3, 16, said back end monitor is further operative to determine whether the 
cacheable content fragment is stored in said dynamic proxy cache (Fig. 5, #520), and wherein 
said back end monitor inserts the key into the template in response to a determination that the 
cacheable content fragment is stored in said dynamic proxy cache (Fig. 4, #435 and #475). 

15. For claims 4, 23, Craig teaches that said back end monitor is ftirther operative to 
determine whether the cacheable content fragment is stored in said dynamic proxy cache (Fig. 5, 
#520), wherein said back end monitor generates the cacheable content fragment and inserts the 
cacheable content fragment into the template in response to a determination that the cacheable 
content fragment is not stored in said dynamic proxy cache (Fig. 9, #900), and wherein said 
dynamic proxy cache stores the cacheable content fragment after receiving the template from 
said application server (Fig. 9, #905). 

16. Claims 11, 28-32, 34 are drawn to the limitations in claim 1. Craig teaches the added 
limitations of executing a script in response to the web page request (Fig. 9, #920), the script 
comprising a code block corresponding to a content fragment of the web page (col. 8, lines 35- 
45), and determining whether the content fragment is cacheable (Fig. 5, #530; Fig. 9, #910). 
Therefore, since claim 1 is rejected, claims 11, 28-32, and 34 are also rejected for the reasons 
above. 

17. For claim 12, Craig teaches that said deciding step comprises determining whether the 
code block comprises a tag indicating that the content fragment is cacheable (col. 13, lines 20- 
50). 
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18. For claim 13, Craig teaches that the code block comprises a tag indicating cache 
characteristics of the content fragment, and said determining step comprises reading the tag to 
determine the cache characteristics of the content fragment (col. 16, lines 40-50). 

19. For claim 14, Craig teaches executing the code block to generate the content element in 
response to a determination that the content fragment is non-cacheable, and inserting the non- 
cacheable content element into the template (col. 17, lines 5-10). 

20. For claim 15, Craig teaches inserting a command into the template in response to a 
determination that the content fragment is cacheable (col. 16, lines 45-65), the command 
instructing the dynamic proxy cache to retrieve the cacheable content fragment (col. 16, lines 1- 
25). 

2 1 . For claim 22, Craig teaches storing the cacheable content fragment in architecture of a 
web site (Fig. 2). 

22. For claim 24, Craig teaches inserting a command into the template, the command 
instructing the dynamic proxy cache to perform said storing step (col. 9, lines 20-40). 

23. Claims 5-9, 17, 18, 20, 25-27, 35, 39, 43 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
impatentable over Craig and Gauthier as applied to claims 1, 1 1, 23 above, and ftirther in view of 
Matsumoto et al (6,757,726). 

24. For claims 5, 25, Craig teaches the ability to update cacheable content fragments (Fig. 6; 
col. 14, lines 40-65) and the potential use of a lookup table (col. 12, lines 44-50), but does not 
expressly disclose that said back end monitor is further operative to maintain a cache directory 
comprising information that the cacheable content fragment is stored in said dynamic proxy 
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cache. Matsumoto teaches a method (abstract) of proxy cache management (col. 1, line 1 ~ col. 
5, line 16) in which an administering unit (back end) maintains a table (directory) to be 
administered (col. 7, lines 15-25) and that comprises said information (Figs. 7-11). At the time 
the invention was made, one of ordinary skill in the art would have added a Matsumoto cache 
directory to Craig in order to increase the efficiency of the cache system (col. 2, lines 45-50), 
particularly by determining the most efficient areas to store a bean and copies thereof (col. 2, line 
65 - col. 3, line 5; col. 3, lines 20-25). 

25. For claims 6, 17, 26, Craig teaches that said back end monitor is fiuther operative to 
update the cache directory if the cacheable content fi-agment becomes invalid (Fig. 6, #600; 
serialVersionUID used to determine if an updated component is available). 

26. For claims 7, 18, 20, 27, Craig teaches that said back end monitor is fiirther operative to 
send a message to said dynamic proxy cache to remove the invalid cacheable content fragment 
(Fig. 6, #625). 

27. For claim 8, Craig teaches multiple caches and storage areas (Fig. 4), but does not 
expressly disclose a plurality of dynamic proxy caches, wherein said back end monitor is fiirther 
operative to determine whether the cacheable content fragment is stored in a specific one of said 
plurality of dynamic proxy caches. Matsimioto teaches the plurality of caches (Fig. 4), wherein a 
determination of cache location is made (col. 7, line 60 - col. 8, line 10). At the time the 
invention was made, one of ordinary skill in the art would have added Matsumoto fragment 
storage tracking to Craig in order to allow fewer stored fragments (col. 2, lines 65-67). 

28. For claims 9, 39, Craig does not expressly disclose that said back end monitor is fiirther 
operative to maintain a cache directory comprising information indicating whether the cacheable 
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content fragment is stored in a specific one of said plurality of dynamic proxy caches. 
Matsumoto teaches this limitation (col. 8, lines 35-50). At the time the invention was made, one 
of ordinary skill in the art would have added Matsumoto fragment storage tracking to Craig in 
order to allow fewer stored fragments (col. 2, lines 65-67). 

29. For claim 35, Craig does not expressly disclose determining whether a content fragment's 
fragment ID corresponding to the cacheable content fragment exists in a cache directory 
maintained at a web site, the cache directory comprising information indicating whether the 
content fragment is stored in a dynamic proxy cache, assigning a key to the content element in 
response to a determination that the fragment ID does not exist in the cache directory, and 
inserting the key into the cache directory. Matsumoto teaches this process (col. 12, lines 5-35). 
At the time the invention was made, one of ordinary skill in the art would have added Matsumoto 
fragment storage tracking to Craig in order to allow fewer stored fragments (col. 2, lines 65-67). 

30. Claim 43 is drawn to the limitations in claim 11. Therefore, since claim 1 1 is rejected, 
claim 43 is also rejected for the reasons above. 

31. Claims 10, 19, 21, 36-38, 40-42 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Craig, Gauthier and Matsumoto as applied to claims 9, 1 1, 35, 39 above, and 
ftirther in view of Mattis et al. (6,128,627). 

32. For claims 10, 19, 40, Craig and Matsumoto do not expressly disclose that the 
information comprises a bit vector associated with the cacheable content fragment. Mattis 
teaches a method (abstract) of managing proxy caches (col. 1, line 1 - col. 6, line 60) using 
associations with bit vectors (col. 8, line 50 - col. 14, line 5; esp. col. 10, lines 13-23 and col. 11, 
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lines 40-50). At the time the invention was made, one of ordinary skill in the art would have 
used bit vectors in Craig and Matsimioto in order to develop space-efficient keys (col. 10, lines 
21-22). 

33. For claim 21, Craig and Matsumoto do not expressly disclose that said updating step 
comprises clearing the bit of the bit vector. Mattis teaches this Umitation (col. 31, line 15 - col. 
32, line 18). At the time the invention was made, one of ordinary skill in the art would have used 
bit vectors in Craig and Matsmnoto in order to develop space-efficient keys (col. 10, lines 21- 
22). 

34. For claim 36, Craig and Matsumoto do not expressly disclose that, in said assigning step, 
the key is assigned by taking the next available key fi^om a list of keys. Mattis teaches this 
limitation (Fig. 3A). At the time the invention was made, one of ordinary skill in the art would 
have used bit vectors in Craig and Matsumoto in order to develop space-efficient keys (coL 10, 
lines 21-22). 

35. For claim 37, Craig and Matsumoto do not expressly disclose that updating the cache 
directory when the content firagment becomes invalid by releasing the key assigned to the content 
fi-agment and inserting the key back into the fist of keys. Mattis teaches this limitation (col. 23, 
line 55 - col. 24, line 20). At the time the invention was made, one of ordinary skill in the art 
would have used bit vectors in Craig and Matsumoto in order to develop space-efficient keys 
(col. 10, lines 21-22). 

36. For claim 38, Craig and Matsumoto do not expressly disclose that the key comprises an 
integer, and wherein the list of keys comprises a firee list of unused integers. Mattis teaches this 
limitation (col. 10, lines 25-35). At the time the invention was made, one of ordinary skill in the 
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art would have used bit vectors in Craig and Matsumoto in order to develop space-efficient keys 
(col. 10, lines 21-22). 

37. Claim 41 is drawn to the limitations in claim 7. Therefore, since claim 7 is rejected, 
claim 41 is also rejected for the reasons above. 

38. Claim 42 is drawn to the limitations in claim 21 . Therefore, since claim 21 is rejected, 
claim 42 is also rejected for the reasons above. 

Conclusion 

39. The prior art made of record and not relied upon is considered pertinent to applicant's 
disclosure. They regard further teachings on proxy caches and web page customization. 

1 . Applicant's amendment necessitated the new ground(s) of rejection presented in this 
Office action. Accordingly, THIS ACTION IS MADE FINAL. See MPEP § 706.07(a). 
Applicant is reminded of the extension of time policy as set forth in 37 CFR 1.136(a). 

A shortened statutory period for reply to this final action is set to expire THREE 
MONTHS fi-om the mailing date of this action. In the event a first reply is filed within TWO 
MONTHS of the mailing date of this final action and the advisory action is not mailed until after 
the end of the THREE-MONTH shortened statutory period, then the shortened statutory period 
will expire on the date the advisory action is mailed, and any extension fee pursuant to 37 
CFR 1.136(a) will be calculated fi-om the mailing date of the advisory action. In no event, 
however, will the statutory period for reply expire later than SIX MONTHS fi-om the date of this 
final action. 
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Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Melvin H. Pollack whose telephone number is (571) 272-3887. 
The examiner can normally be reached on 8:00-4:30 M-F. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are imsuccessfiil, the examiner's 
supervisor, Jason Cardone can be reached on (571) 272-3933. The fax phone number for the 
organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the Patent 
Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for published applications 
may be obtained from either Private PAIR or PubUc PAIR. Status information for unpublished 
applications is available through Private PAIR only. For more information about the PAIR 
system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should you have questions on access to the Private PAIR 
system, contact the Electronic Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). If you would 
like assistance from a USPTO Customer Service Representative or access to the automated 
information system, call 800-786-9199 (IN USA OR CANADA) or 571-272-1000. 

MHP 

18 August 2006 ..^^ 
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